Recently, several major cases of fraud in science were exposed in the Netherlands [1] [2] [3] . Unfortunately, the case of Don Poldermans from Erasmus University outlined that this scientific misbehaviour has also affected cardiovascular science, [3] after previous shocking cases in medicine, [4] including the Woo-Suk Hwang debacle on cell stem technology published by Science [5] (see ref. [6] for an extensive analysis of the case). During the editorship of Michiel J. Janse (and my associate editorship) of Cardiovascular Research (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) , there were no retractions, although some investigations were initiated. However, there were five retractions over the subsequent 10 years under the coeditorship of Michael H. Piper and David Garcia-Dorado [7] .
An increase in retractions suggests that fraud in science is a problem of increasing importance. Of course, editors and reviewers alike have neither been educated to act as data police officers, nor is it their primary goal to search for fraud [6] . Still, they are the only gatekeepers we have for maintaining moral and ethical standards in science when authors fail in this respect. For this reason it is important that editors act responsibly. During the last years several journals were banned from the Journal Citation Reports, a product of Thomson Reuters, which implies that a journal is not assigned an impact factor for several years. The main reason for this was excessive self-citation by journals, which 'inflates' the impact factor of a journal compared with its value were it solely based on citations obtained from other journals. The fact that papers in a certain journal are more often cited by that same journal than would be expected from citation by other journals is not a new observation. It has been demonstrated and analysed previously [8, 9] . Of course, both author self-citation and journal self-citations are in themselves useful, relevant and functional when it comes to transfer of knowledge. It becomes a problem when journal self-citation serves a merchandising rather than a scientific goal, i.e. when authors are pushed to include citations with the primary goal of increasing the impact factor of the journal that is going to publish their paper. This could be labelled as 'coercing citation'.
Coercive citation
Recently, Wilhite and Fong [10] published an alarming report on coercive citation practices of editors. In its most extreme version 'Coercive citation' should be understood as a request by editors to add citations to a submitted manuscript of papers published by their own journal with the implicit threat of rejection of the manuscript if the 'advice' is not followed. A 'milder' version might be the request to include an additional reference at or close to the time of acceptance of a manuscript. Wilhite and Fong [10] analysed 6672 responses to surveys sent to authors working in the Web of Science/Journal Citation Reports categories economics, sociology, psychology and business (marketing, management, finance, information systems and accounting). Furthermore they associated the responses with data on 832 journals in which these authors published. The outcome was quite remarkable. More than 20% (175) of these journals were identified as 'coercers'. At the same time 20% of the respondents reported to have been victim of coercion themselves. About 85% of the respondents indicated that they considered this practice as inappropriate; still almost 60% declared that they were going to add superfluous references when submitting to a coercive journal, which means that they tend to respond to coercion even before they have been coerced.
Journal self-citation: striking examples
One is easily inclined to think that malpractice is more usual in scientific specialities far away from one's own. I was therefore surprised by a paper entitled 'Highlights of the year 2011 in JACC' published by the Journal of the American College of Cardiology (JACC). The 'Highlights' were published on pages 503-537 in issue 5 of volume 59 of the JACC (for reasons that will become obvious, I did not include this paper in the list of references of this brief Editorial). The intention of the Editors of JACC may have been to pay extra attention to what they consider their most important papers. However, if one aims at corroboration of the scientific context of these papers, one would expect attention for a reference framework, including previous papers in other journals and, if possible, also later published papers rather than a mere enumeration of papers already published by the same journal. The 'Highlights of the year 2011 in JACC' came with 292 references. Of these 266 referred to a JACC 2011 paper, 6 to a JACC 2010 paper, 4 to papers published by JACC in years earlier than 2010 and only 16 to other journals. The effect is that 266+6=272 references influence the impact factor of JACC for the year 2012. Because JACC published 881 so-called source papers in the years 2010 plus 2011, this number of extra citations will increase JACC's 2012 impact factor by 272/881=0.309, only based on this single paper. It may be a coincidence, but at the time of publication of the 'Highlights of the year 2011' the difference in impact factor 2010 between Circulation (rank 1 in the cardiovascular category) and JACC (rank 2) was 0.139…. In our opinion, Editors should not try to increase the visibility of their journal in this way.
JACC is not the only journal publishing this type of papers. Circ Arrhythm Electrophysiol [11] and also Neth Heart J [12] also published an article in 2012 in which they highlighted papers published in the previous years. There is, however, nothing wrong with paying attention to best read or cited papers (but see Phil Davis in "The Scholarly Kitchen", January 2013). Thus, Circ Arrhythm Electrophysiol [11] referred to 13 of its own papers and to another 13 papers of the parent journal (Circulation) all published in 2010 and 2011. The Neth Heart J [12] had 24 selfcitations. The contribution to the impact factors 2012 by these papers will be 0.069 for Circ Arrhythm Electrophysiol, 0.011 for Circulation and 0.153 for Neth Heart J.
Although not essentially different, 13 or 24 journal selfcitations is at another level than the 272 journal selfcitations of JACC.
Effect of journal self-citations on the impact factor
I have quantified the extent to which journal self-citations, of course 'caused' by author citations (that can, but need not to be author self-citations as well), increase impact factors of journals belonging to the Web of Science category 'Cardiac Without further research one needs to be careful in labelling this self-citation as excessive, let alone as 'coercive citation' as described by Wilhite and Fong [10] for journals in other categories of the Web of Science (see above). On the other hand, it is improbable that the large difference with the other journals in the top-10 can be explained by more specialisation of those two journals compared with journals as Circulation or Circulation Research, to mention but two. For Circulation Journal at rank 38 (Fig. 2) the percentage of inflation of the impact factor was highest at 69% [for the Neth Heart Journal, ranked at 70 and therefore not included in Figs. 1 and 2 , the rank position as citing journal to Neth Heart J was 6 (compare with Fig. 1 ), whereas the percentage of inflation was 10% (compare with Fig. 2) ].
In conclusion, it is obvious that journal self-citation amongst cardiovascular journals is substantial. Practices as described in the previous paragraph would certainly contribute to this phenomenon. It is once more emphasised that a high percentage of journal self-citation is quite reasonable when a journal in a category harbours a distinct subspecialisation. Finer tuning of the parameters to measure excessive journal self-citation is desirable, if we want to prevent manipulation of bibliometrical parameters [13] .
